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418. We conclude that customized routing, which permits requesting carriers to
designate the particular outgoing trunks that will carry certain classes oftraffic originating from
the competing provider's customers, is technically feasible in many LEe switches. Customized
routing will enable a competitor to direct particular classes ofcalls to particUlar outgoing trunks,
which will permit a new entrant to self-provide, or select among other providers oft interoffice
facilities, operator services, and directory assistance.927 Bell Atlantic notes~ customized
routing is generally technically feasible for local calling, although it notes that the technology
and capacity constraints vary from switch to switch.92I SBC contends that custoinized routing is
technically infeasible for older switches, such as the lAESS switeh.929 AT&T acknowledges
that, although the ability to establish customized routing in lAESS switches may be affected by
the "call load" in each office, only 9.SOAt ofthe switches used by the seven RBOCs, GTE and
SNET are lAESS switches.930 We recognize that the ability ofan incumbent LEe to provide
customized routing to a requesting carrier will depend on the capability ofthe particular switch
in question. Thus, our requirement that incumbent LECs provide customized routing as part of
the "functionality" ofthe local switching element applies, by definition, only to those switches
that are capable ofperforming customized routing. An incumbent LEe must prove to the state
commission that customized routing in a particular switch is not technically feasible.

419. Section 251(d)(2)(A) requires the Commission, in determining which network
elements should be made available to competing providers, to consider "whether access to such
network elements as are proprietary in nature is necessary."931 To wi~ld a proposed network
element from a competing provider, an incumbent LEC must demonstrate that the element is
proprietary and that gaining access to that element is not necessary because the competing
provider can use other, nonproprietary elements in the incumbent LEe's network to provide
service.932 U S West asserts that switch unbundling could raise concerns involving, among other
things, "licensing ofintellectual property." It cites a request by one interconnector to be the

927 See, e.g., AT&T June 28 Ex Parte. In addition, we note that the Dlinois Commission rec:ent1Y direded Ameritech
and Centel topermit a carrier purcbasing wholesale local exchan&e service todes~a proviaer of~
services and direCtOI')' assistance other ttian 1bat ofthe incumbent LEe. Such access is accomplished tIiroup the
routing ofsuch calls from the incumbent LEe's switch to the competing provider ofthe operator service or Clirectory
assistance. See Illinois Wholesale Order at 45.

921 Letter from Patricia Koch, Assistant Vice President, Bell Atlantic, to William. Caton, Actin$. Secretary, FCC, June
24, 1996 @ell Atlantic June 24 Ex Parte);,ee abo BellSouth comments at 41-42 D.19 (the ability to provide
customized routing depends on the quantity ofcustomized routing requests from other competitors).

!129 SBC comments at 41-42.

930 Letter from Bruce Cox, Government Affairs Director, AT&T, to William F. Caton, Secretary, FCC, July 11,
1996 (AT&T July 11 ExParte).

931 47 U.S.C. § 251(dX2XA).

932 See supra Section V.E.
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exclusive provider ofparticular features in US West's generic switching software.933 Bell
Atlantic states that it is not at liberty to sub-license the software that operates vertical switching
features.934 We note, however, that these incumbent LEes do not object to providing vertical
switching functionalities to requesting carriers under the resale provision ofsection 251(cX4).935
In addition, the vast majority ofparties that discuss unbundled local switching do not raise
proprietary concerns with the unbundling ofeither basic local switching or vertical switching
features. Even ifwe accept the claim ofU S West and Bell Atlantic that vertical features are
proprietary in nature, these camers do not meet the second consideration in our section
251(d)(2)(A) standard, which requires an incumbent LEe to show that a new entrant could offer
the proposed telecommunications service through the use ofother, nonproprietary elements in
the incumbent LEC's network.936 AccordingJ.y, we find that access to unbundled local switching
is clearly "necessary" under OlD' interpretation ofsection 251(d)(2)(A).937

420. Section 251(d)(2)(B) directs the Commission to consider whether the failure to
provide access to an unbundled element "would impair the ability ofthe telecommunications
carrier seeking access to provide the services that it seeks to o:ffer."931 We have interpreted the
term "impair" to mean either increased cost or decreased service quality that would result from
using network elements ofthe incumbent LEe other than the one sought939 SBC and MFS
contend that access to unbundled local switching may not be essential for new entrants because
competitors are likely to deploy their own switches.""' These parties present no evidence that
competitors could provide service using another element in the LEC'~ network at the same cost
and at the same level ofquality. In addition, most commenters that address this issue generally
argue that local switching is essential for the provision ofcompeting local service,941 and we
agree. We thus conclude that a requesting camer's ability to offer local exchange services would
be impaired, ifnot thwarted, without access to an unbundled local switching element

mU S WestcommentsatSS n.117.

934 Bell Atlantic comments, Albers Attachment at 17.18.

935 U S West reply at 26-27; Bell Atlantic comments at 26.

9J6 See supra Section V.E.

9371d

931 47 U.S.C. § 251(dX2)(B).

9J9 See supra Section V.E.

MIl SBC reply at 23; MFS comments at 46.

Ml See, e.g., LDDS reply at 18 (unbundled local switching is "critical" to local coInpetition); TIA comments at 18;
AT&T Mar. 21 Letter at 17-18.
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421. Section 251(cX3) requires that incumbent LECs provide access to unbundled
network elements on terms and conditions that are "just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory."942

We agree with CompTel and LDDS that new entrants will be disadvantaaed ifcustomer
switchover is not rapid and transparent. We also note that the Michigan Commission has
recogniwl the significance ofcustomer switchover intervals and has directed Ameritech and
GTE to file proposals on how they will "ensure the equal availability ofexpeditious processing
of local, interLATA, and intraLATA carrier changes."943 Therefore, we require incumbent LECs
to switch over customers for local service in the same interval as LEes currently switch end
users between interexchange carriers. This requirement applies to switchovers that only require
the incumbent LEe to make changes to software. Switchovers that require the incumbent LEe
to make physical modifications to its network, such as connecting a competitor's loop to its
switch, are not subject to this requirement, and instead are governed by our terms and conditions
for all unbundled elements.944 Today, incumbent LECs routinely change customers'
presubscribed interexchange carriers quickly and transparently, thereby contributing to the
competitiveness of the interexcbange market. We expect that a similar requirement for local
exchange switchovers that require only a software change will similarly con1ribute to local
exchange competition.

422. We reject the proposal by some incumbent LECs to define unbundled local
switching as the facilities that provide a point ofaccess to the switch, but that would not actually
include switching functionality. Under this definition, the purchaser .ofthe local switching
element would not actually obtain local switching, only the right to purchase local switching
functionality and other switching features at wholesale rates. We believe that the unbundled
local switching element must include the functionality ofconnecting lines and trunks. The
definition proposed by these incumbent LEes would contravene the requirement in section
251(c)(3) that incumbent LECs provide network elements "in a JD8IUle1' that allows requesting
carriers to combine such elements in order to provide such telecommunications service."945 Ifa
competing provider combined its own loops and transport with the local switching element
("point ofaccess"), it would be unable to provide telecommunications service without separately
purchasing, at wholesale rates, switching functionality from the incumbent LEC.

942 47 U.S.C. § 251(cX3).

943 In the Matter, On the Commission's Own Motion. To Establish peT1IfQ1Ie1Jt IntereOMllCtion Arrangements
Betwee.n Basic Local Exchange Service Providers, Opinion and Order, Mich. Pub. Serv. Comm'n, CUe No. U­
10860, at 36-37 (June S, 1996).

944 See supra Section V.G., discussing provisioning intervals for unbundled network elements.

945 47 U.S.C. § 2S1(cX3).
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423. We also disagree with the proposal to define local switching as a point ofaccess
plus basic switching functiooality, but that would exclude vertical switchiDg features.946 As a
legal matter, this definition is inconsistent with the 1996 Act's definition of"network. element,"
which includes all the "features, functionalities, and capabilities provided by means ofsuch
facility or equipment"947 In addition, this definition would not fulfill the pro-competitive
objectives ofthe 1996 Act as effectively as the per-line definition we adopt. A competitor that
obtains basic and vertical switching features at cost-based rates will have maximum flexibility to
distinguish its offerings from those ofthe incumbent LEe by developing a variety ofservice
packages and pricing plans.HI Moreover, an upfront purchase ofall local switching features may
speed entry by simplifying practical issues such as the pricing ofindividual switching features.

424. We also address the impact on small incumbent LEes. For example, the Dlinois
Independent Telephone Association and the Rural Telephone Coalition favor rules that recognize
the differences between larger and smaller LECS.949 We have coDSideled the economic impact of
our rules in this section on small incumbent LECs. In this section, for example, we expressly
provide for the fact that certain LECs may possess switches that are incapeble ofperforming
customized routing for competitors that purchase unbundled local switching. As noted by Rmal
Telephone Coalition and the Dlinois Independent Telephone Coalition, this approach is necessary
to accommodate the different technical capabilities oflarge and small carriers. We also note that
section 251(f) ofthe 1996 Act provides relieffor certain small LECs from our regulations under
section 251.

(2) Tandem Switc:hing Capability

425. We also affirm our tentative conclusion in the NPRM that it is technically feasible
for incumbent LECs to provide access to their tandem switches unbundled from interoffice
transmission facilities. We note that some states already have required incumbent LECs to
unbundle tandem. switching.950 Parties do not contend, pursuant to section 251(d)(2XA), that
tandem switches are proprietary in nature. With regard to section 251(d)(2)(B), we find that
competitors' ability to provide telecommunications service would be impaired without unbundled
access to tandem switching. Therefore, we find that the availability ofunbundled tandem

946 Sprint comments at 34; USTA reply at 16-17; SBC reply at 20; NYNEXrep~y at31; MECA comments at 29.

947 47 U.S.C. § 153(29); see IUpI'tl section V.C., which interprets the Ads definition of "network element"

941 See, e.g., LDDS comments at 33; AT&T comments at 21.

M Dlinois mel. Tel. Ass'n comments at 1; Run! Tel. Coalition reply at 37.

950 See, e.g., Ameriteeh comments at 43, Cincinnati Bell comments at 18, GTE comments at 38, AT&T March 21
Letter at 23.
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switching will ensure that competitors can deploy their own interoffice facilities and connect
them to incumbent LECs' tandem switches where it is efficient to do so.

426. We define the tandem switch element as including the facilities connecting the
trunk distribution frames to the switch, and all the functions ofthe switch itself, including those
facilities that establish a temporary transmission path between two other switches. The
definition ofthe tandem switching element also includes the functions that are centralized in
tandems rather than in separate end office switches, such as call recording, the routing ofcalls to
operator services, and signaling conversion functions.

(3) Packet Switehing Capability

427. At this time, we decline to find, as requested by AT&T and MCI, that incumbent
LECs' packet switches should be identified as network elements. Because so few parties
commented on the packet switches in connection with section 2S1(c)(3), the record is insufficient
for us to decide whether packet switches should be defined as a separate network element We
will continue to review and revise our roles, but at present, we do not adopt a national role for the
unbundling ofpacket switches.

3. Interoffice Transmission Facilities

L Background

428. In the NPRM, we proposed to require incumbent LEes to make available
unbundled transport facilities in a manner that corresponds to the rate structure for interstate
transport charges. We specifically proposed to require unbundled access to links between the
end office and the serving wire center (SWC), the SWC and the IXC point ofpresence (POP), the
end office and the tandem switch, and the tandem switch and the SWC. We also tentatively
concluded that incumbent LECs should be required to unbundle channel termination facilities for
special access from the interoffice facilities. In addition, we requested comment on whether and
how other interoffice facilities used by incumbent LECs should be unbundled.

b. Comments

429. The vast majority ofthe parties that discussed local transport unbundling supported
the Commission's proposal to provide access to dedicated and shared interoffice facilities as
unbundled network elements.9S1 BellSouth, for example, asserts that individual transport

951 AT&T comments at 22; USTA comments at 35; Frontier c:omments at 16; Gel comments at 12; Sprint CQlDIMDt.s
at 39; GST comments at 24; NYNEX comments at 63; NBXlLINK comments at 23; ACSI comments at 41; MCI
comments at 17; ALTS comments at 30; Citizens Utilities comments at 15; CompTel comments at 45; TIA
comments at 13; Bell Atlantic comments at 22; U S West comments at 48; TelepOrt comments at 37; MFS
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components should be available as unbundled elements, and notes that some LEes already have
unbundled transport from its other access services."2

430. Several incumbent LEes contend that they already provide unbundled transport
services pursuant to the Commission's F..rpanded IntercoIIIIBction mles.'" PacTel asserts that its
proposal to tariffunbundled transport elements, including dedicated transport and taDdem­
switched transport, will fulfill its duties UDder sections 251 and 271.9S4 Bell Atlantic and 11A, on
the other band, indicate that existing tariffs for unbundled transport facilities are insufficient to
comply with the 1996 Act"' MFS asks the Commission to clarify that, UDder the expanded
interconnectio~ rules as well as the 1996 Act, incumbent LECs must unbundle all interoffice
transport facilities without requiring the requesting carrier to purchase channel tenninations or
other elements.9S6

431. Parties agree that local transport unbundJiDg is teclmically feasible.9S7 MCI, for
example, asserts that transport facilities are already unbundled for exchange access and thus there
is no question that unb\D)CUing is technically feasible."' NCTA, OST, 11A, and MFS contend
that unbundling transport elements should be presumed technically feasible because ofthe
Commission's F..rpanded IntercoIIIIBction procee4ing.9S9 AT&T and Telecommunications
Resellers Association point out that IXCs CU1TeI1tly obtain interconnections between transport
elements and the tandem switches pursuant to standard specifications.960

comments at 41; USTA comments at 35; Tee comments at 35; New Yorlc: CommissiOll comments at 27; Ameritech
comments at 43; BellSouth comments at 42.

952 BellSouth comments at 42-43.

953 Ameritech comments at 42-43; CinciJmati Bell comments at 18; GlE comments at 38.

954 PacTel comments at 57.

95S Bell Atlantic comments at 27 (Bell Atlantic bas~ filed. or plllls to file, intrastate tariffs for the network
elements it has unbundled under Cxpanded interconnection.); 11A comments at 13.

9S6 MFS comments at 48; accordAT&T comments at 22; MCI comments at 17.

ts7 See, e.g., GST comments at 24; AT&T comments at 22; GTE reply at 18-19; GVNW 00IIQDfIds at 28; NYNEX
comments at 65; MCI comments at 32; CoJDCISt COIIIIIlCDts at 18; CCIIDpTel cmJm en1l at 31; NCTA ca:nments at
42; MFS comments at 48; Telecommunications Resellers Assn comments at 35; Ameritech comments at 43.

9SI MCI comments at 32.

'"NCTA comments at 42; GST comments at 24; TIA comments at 13; MFS comments at 47-48.

NO AT&T comments at 22; Te~ecommunieations Resellers Assn comments at 35.
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432. A number ofcommenters specify particular components of local transport that
should be unbundled: (1) dedicated transport trunks from incumbent LEe end offices to
competitors' switches, to IXC POPs, and to other end offices ofthe incumbent LEC; and (2)
common transport trunks between incumbent LEe end offices and tandem switches.96l In
addition, ALTS, MFS, ATelT, and MCI contend that requesting carriers should have the ability
to order such transport trunks With or without electronics (i.e., as "dark fiber").962 GTE disagrees
and argues that the definition ofnetwork element only encompasses facilities "used in the
provision oftelecommunications service," and that dark fiber does not meet this definition
because LECs do not "use" it in their networks.963

433. Several parties ask that the Commission specify additional transport components as
unbundled network elements beyond those proposed in the NPRM. ATelT contends that
incumbent LECs should have to unbundle their digital cross-connect systems (DCSs), which are
now used to disaggregate high-speed traffic from IXCs into individual circuits.* Mel and
ATelT contend that these facilities will enable IXCs to use more cost-efficient, high-speed
facilities to route traffic to the incumbent LEe and have the traffic disaggregated into individual
circuits at the DCS.lI65 CompTel asserts that, when direct-trunked transport transits a tandem
switch or other intermediate node, incumbent LECs should offer each individual link as an
unbundled elementll66 MCI also asserts that competitors need "loop transport" to carry traffic
from the incumbent's unbundled loops to the competitor's switch.!I67

434. A number ofparties assert that the availability ofunbundled transport facilities
would promote local competition. AT&T contends that it seeks to combine unbundled common
transport with competitive tandem switching and dedicated transport to provide IXCs with
alternative access service from the competitor's end office to the IXC POP.961 AT&T,
Telecommunications Resellers Association, and TIA assert that the availability ofunbundled

961 See, e.g., AT&T comments at 22; NYNEX comments at 62-63; GVNW comments at 20; TeC reply at 18; ACSI
comments, Attachment 1at 5-6.

962 AL1'8 comments at 30; Mel comments at 32; AT&T comments at 22; MFS comments at 48.

963 GTE reply at 21.

!l64 AT&T comments at 22 0.23; accord SSC comments at 87.

965 AT&T comments at 22; MCI comments at 17.

966 CompTel comments at 45.

967 MCI comments at 22.

961 AT&T Mar. 21 Letter at 22.
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dedicated transport will allow competitors to connect their switches to incumbent LEC switches
efficiently.969 MCI contends that incumbent LECs have denied MCI access to trunks between the
incumbent LECs' end officcst thereby increasing MCl's costs ofdeploying local facilities and
restricting MCI's ability to acquire rcduDdant facilities for its local traffic."" NYNEX and LDDS
recommend that the Commission require incumbent LEes to offer unbundled dedicated transport:
between their own end office or tandem switches and the requesting carrier's switch or POP.971

The Texas Public Utility Commission has specifically required incumbent LECs to provide
competitors with "loop facilities transport service," which connects an unbundled loop to the
competitor's switch.972

435. Several parties caution that pricing distortions could accompany a ruling that
transport components are network clements under section 251(cX3).973 GTEt for examplet argues
that the Commission should not pennit requesting carriers to usc unbundled transport: clements to
avoid access charges.974 Similarlyt Amcritech states that the 1996 Act prohibits arbitrary price
distinctions between switched and special~ and that, ifinteroffice facilities are
unbundled from tandem switchingt no such distinction can be madc.975 Other parties maintain
that the 1996 Act requires cost-based pricing ofall unbundled elementst including transport
elcmcnts.976

436. A few parties oppose a requirement that incumbent LECs unbundle facilities that
correspond to interstate transport and special access rate clements.'" .Cincinnati Bell argues that
these elements are already available through existing~ and therefore should not be required
to be offered as unbundled clements pursuant to the 1996 Act.971 MECA argues that local
transport and special access facilities are toll access facilities and therefore are not necessary to

969 Jd; Telecommunications ReseUers Ass'n comments at 35; TIA comments at 13.

970 MCI comments at 46.

971 NYNBX comments at 63 n.126; LDDS reply at 18.

972 Texas Commission comments at 18.

973 See e.g.• GTE comments at 38; CompTel comments at 45; Ameritech comments at 43.

974 GTE comments at 38.

975 Ameritech comments at 43.

976 ACSI comments at 42; MCI comments at 32.

977 See, e.g., MECA comments at 38; Cincinnati Bell comments at 18.

m Cincinnati Bell comments at 18.
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provide competitive basic local exchange service.9'19 MECA also states that any requirement
concerning local transport and special access should not apply to any LEe that was not covered
by the MFJ restrictions and, in order to minimize arbitrage opportunities, any modifications to
local transport and special access must wait until the LECs have restructured their local rateS.91O

, 437. TCC urges the Commission to define dedicated transport as an interoffice
transmission path dedicated to a single carrier, including multiplexing and grooming, redundant
facilities, and cross-office wiring to a digital cross-connect panel."l ACSI argues that the
Commission should require incumbent LECs to make both dedicated and switched transport
available at the OS-o, OS-I, OS-3 and Optical Carrier levels, which should be offered as
completely unbundled links between serving wire centers (SWCs) and interconnector points-of­
presence, the central office and the SWC, the end office and the tandem, and the SWC and the
tandem.912 Teleport advocates that interoffice trunking facilities be defined in terms oftheir
underlying ttansmission characteristics without reference to the use ofthe facility.913

438. ALTS argues that, since there are currently well-defined standards for transport,
there should be nO impediment to requiring equivalent levels oftechnical performance among
competing carriers, i.e., no meaningful distinctions among the technical performance ofdifferent
OSls.914 Therefore, as in the case with local loops, ALTS contends that competitors should
receive the same or better ordering, provisioning, and installation service as the incumbent
provides itselfand that penalties should be assessed ifdeadlines are ~tmet9IS

c. Discussion

439. We conclude that incumbent LECs must provide interoffice transmission facilities
on an unbundled basis to requesting carriers. The record supports our conclusion that such
access is technically feasible and would promote competition in the local exchange market. We

979 MECA comments at 38.

tIO MECA comments at 38.

"1 TCC comments at 38; see also NYNEX comments at 63 for a similar definition.

912 ACSI comments at 41.

!113 Teleport comments at 37.

914 ALTS comments at 30.

915 ld at 30-31.
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note that the 1996 Act requires BOCs to unbundle transport facilities prior to entering the in­
region, interLATA market.916

440. We require incumbent LEes to provide unbundled access to shared transmission
facilities between end offices and the tandem switch.917 Further, incumbent LECs must provide
unbundled access to dedicated transmission facilities between LEC central offices or between
such offices and those ofcompeting carriers. This includes, at a minimum, interoffice facilities
between end offices and serving wire centers (SWCs), SWCs and IXC POPs, tandem switches
and SWCs, end offices or tandems ofthe incumbent LEe, and the wire centers ofincumbent
LECs and~ carriers. 1be incumbent LEe must also provide, to the extent discussed
below, all technically feasible transmission capabilities, such as DS1, DS3, and Optical Cmier
levels (e.g. OC-3/12148196) that the competing provider could use to provide telecommunications
services. We conclude that an incumbent LEC may not limit the facilities to which such
interoffice facilities are connected, provided such intercoDneetion is technically feasible, or the
use ofsuch facilities. In general, this means that incumbent LECs must provide interoffice
facilities between wire centers owned by incumbent LECs or requesting carriers, or between
switches owned by incumbent LECs or requesting carriers. For example, an interoffice facility
could be used by a competitor to connect to the incumbent LEC's switch or to the competitor's
collocated equipment We agree with the Texas Commission that a competitor should have the
ability to use interoffice transmission facilities to connect loops directly to its switch. We
anticipate that these requirements will reduce entry barriers into the IQca1 exchange market by
enabling new entrants to establish efficient local networks by combining their own interoffice
facilities with those ofthe incumbent LEC.

441. The ability ofnew entrants to purchase the interoffice facilities we have identified
will increase the speed with which competitors enter the market. By unbundling various
dedicated and shared interoffice facilities, a new entrant can purchase all interoffice facilities on
an unbundled basis as part ofa competing local network, or it can combine its own interoffice
facilities with those ofthe incumbent LEe. The opportunity to purchase unbundled interoffice
facilities will decrease the cost ofentry compared to the much higher cost that would be incurred
by an entrant that bad to construct all ofits own facilities. An efficient new entrant might not be
able to compete if it were required to build interoffice facilities where it would be more efficient
to use the incumbent LEe's facilities. We recognize that there are alternative suppliers of
interoffice facilities in certain areas. We are convinced, however, that entry will be facilitated if
competitors have greater, not fewer, options for procuring interoffice facilities as part oftbeir
local networks, and that Congress intended for competitors to have these options available from
competitors. Thus, the rules we establish for the unbundled interoffice facilities should

916 47 U.S.C. § 271(cX2)(BXv).

911 Section V.I. addresses unbundled access to the tandem. switching element.
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maximize a competitor's flexibility to use new technologies in combination with existing LEC
facilities.

442. We find that it is technically feasible for incumbent LECs to unbundle the foregoing
interoffice facilities as individual network elements. The interconnection and unbundling
arrangements among the larger LECs, IXCs, and CAPs that resulted from our Expanded
Interconnection rules confinn the technical feasibility ofunbundling interoffice facilities used by
incumbent LEes to provide special access and switched transport.911 As AT&T and
Telecommunications Resellers Association point out, IXCs currently interconnect with
incumbent LEes' transport facilities pursuant to standard specifications.919 We also note that
commenters do not identify technical feasibility problems with unbundling interoffice facilities.

443. We also:find that it is technically feasible for incumbent LECs to unbundle certain
interoffice facilities not addressed in our ExpandedInterconnection proceeding. First, we
conclude that an incumbent LEC must provide unbundled access to interoffice facilities between
its end offices, and between any ofits switcl1ing offices and a new entrant's switching office,
where such interoffice facilities exist. This allows a new entrant to purchase unbundled facilities
between two end offices ofthe incumbent LEC, or between the new entrant's switching office
and the incumbent LEe's switching office. Although our Expanded Interconnection rules did not
specifically require incumbent LECs to unbundle these facilities, commenters do not identify any
potential technical problem. with such unbundJing. Moreover, some LECs already offer
unbundled dedicated interoffice facilities, for example, between their end offices and SWCs for
exchange access.

444. In addition, as a condition of offering unbundled interoffice facilities, we require .
incumbent LECs to provide requesting carriers with access to digital cross-connect system (DCS)
functionality. A DCS aggregates and disaggregates high-speed traffic carried between IXCs'
POPs and incumbent LEes' switching offices, thereby facilitating the use ofcost-efficient, high­
speed interoffice facilities. AT&T notes that the BOCs, GTE, and other large LEes currently
make DCS capabilities available for the termination of interexchange traffic.990 We find that the
use ofDeS functionality could facUitate competitors' deployment ofhigh-speed interoffice
facilities between their own networks and LECs' switching offices. Therefore, we require
incumbent LECs to offer DCS capabilities in the same manner that they offer such capabilities to
IXCs that purchase transport services.

.. See, e.g., MCI comments at 32; NCTA comments at 42; GST comments at 24; TIA comments at 13; MFS
comments at 47-48.

919 AT&T comments at 22; Telecommunications R.esellers Ass'n comments at 35.

!IlIO Letter from Bruce Cox, Government Affairs Director, AT&T, to William F. Caton, Acting Secretary. FCC. July
18.1996.
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445. We disagree with PeeTel's assertion that it is not technically feasible for incumbent
LECs to provide DeS functionality to competitors that purchase unbundled interoffice
facilities.991 First, contrary to PacTel's assertion, we do not require incumbent LECs to develop
new arrangements for the offering ofDCS capabilities to competitors. We only require that DCS
capabilities be made available to competitors to the extent incumbent LEes offer such
capabilities to IXCs. Second, PacTel suggests the provision ofDCS capabilities requires
physical partitioning ofthe DeS equipment in order to prevent carriers from gaining control of
each other's traftic.992 We do not require such partitioning for the provision ofDCS capabilities.
As noted above, we oilly require incumbent LEes to permit competitors to use DeS ftmctionality
in the same manner that incumbent LECs now permit IXCs to use such :functionality.

446. Section 251(dX2)(A) requires the Commission to consider whether "access to such
network elements as are proprietary in nature is necessary."993 Commenters do not identify any
proprietary concerns relating to the provision ofinteroffice facilities that LEes are required to
unbundle. We also note that many oftbese facilities are also currently offered on an unbundled
basis to competing carriers. Therefore, the record provides no basis for withholding these
facilities from competitors based on proprietary considerations.

447. Section 2S1(dX2)(B) requires the Commission to consider whether the failure to
provide access to an unbundled element "would impair the ability oftbe telecommunications
carrier seeking access to provide the services that it seeks to o:ffer.~ We have interpreted the
term "impair" to mean either increased cost or decreased service quality that would result from
using network elements other than the one sougbl99S Certain commenters contend that
unbundled access to these facilities would improve their ability to provide competitive local
exchange and exchange access service."' MCI, for example, argues that its inability to obtain
unbundled access to trunks between an incumbent LEC's end offices raises its cost ofproviding
local service.997 Accordingly, we conclude that the section 251(dX2)(B) requires incumbent
LEes to provide access to shared interoffice facilities and dedicated interoffice facilities between

"I Letter fi'om Alan Ciamporcero, Vice President, PacTel, to William F. Caton, Acting SecretaIy, FCC, July 17,
1996 (PacTel July 17 Ex Pane).

WJ. Id

9t3 47 U.S.C. § 2S1(d)(2XA).

9M 47 U.S.C. § 2S1(d)(2)(B).

995 See supra Section V.E.

996 See, e.g., AT&T Mar. 21 Letter; LDDS Comments at 47.

!197 MCI comments at 46.
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the above-identified points in incumbent LECs' networks, including facilities between incumbent
LECs' end offices, new entrant's switching offices and LEC switching offices, and DeSs. We
believe that access to these interoffice facilities will improve competitors' ability to design
efficient network architecture, and in particular, to combine their own switching functionality
with the incumbent LEC's unbundled loops.991

448. We reject Cincinnati Bell's argument that existing tariffs for ttansport and special
access services filed pursuant to our ExpandedInterconnBction rules fulfill our obligation to
implement the requirements ofsection 251(c).999 First, the Expanded InterconnBction rules
require the unbundling of interstate transport services only by Class A carriers 1000 whereas
section 251(c) requires network unbundling by all incumbent LECs, except for carriers that are
exempt under section 251(f) from our interconnection rules.lOOI Consequently, some non-Class A
carriers that were not subject to our Expanded InterconnBction requirements will be required to
comply with the requirements oftbis Order. Second, we find that the Class A carriers' existing
tariffs for unbundled transport elements do not satisfy the unbundling requirement ofsection
251(c), as suggested by Cincinnati Bell, because such tariffs are only for interstate access
services, not for unbundled interoffice facilities. As such, existing federal tariffs for transport
and special access exclude intrastate transport, and therefore are not equivalent to unbundled
interoffice facilities, which we have determined to be nonjurisdicational in nature.

449. We also disagree with MECA, GTE, and Ameritech that we should consider
"pricing distortions" in adopting rules for unbundled interoffice facilitles. lOO2 Section, below,
addresses the pricing ofunbundled network elements identified pursuant to section 251(cX3) as
it relates to our current access charge rules. Nor are we are persuaded by MECA's argument that
incumbent LECs not subject to the MFJ should not be required to unbundle transport facilities
because, according to MECA, such facilities are unnecessary for local competition.lOO3 As
discussed above, the ability ofa new entrant to obtain unbundled access to incumbent LECs'
interoffice facilities, including those facilities that carry interLATA traffic, is essential to that

.competitor's ability to provide competing telephone service.

,.See, e.g, MCI comments at 22.

999 Cincinnati Bell comments at 18.

1000 Class A caniers are those exchanJe carriers having more than $100 million in toIa1 companyre~ revenues.
See 1990 Cost Support 0rdN, S FCC Red 1364, (Colli. Car. Bur. 1990); Commi.rsiolt~for Cost
SlIpport Material fo be Filed with 1989 AnnualAccess Tariffs, 4 FCC Red 1662, 1663 (Com. Car. Bur. 1988).

1001 See infra Section XII, addressing the exemption for rural LEes.

1002 MECA comments at 38, GTE comments at 38; Ameritech comments at 43.

1003 MECA commentS at 38.
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450. We do not impose specific terms and conditions for the provision ofunbundled
interoffice facilities. We believe that the rules we establish in this Order for all unbundled
network elements adequately address ALTS's concern regarding the provisioning, billing, and
maintenance ofunbundled traDsport facilities. lOO4 We also decline at this time to address the
unbundling ofincumbent LEes' "dark fiber." Parties that address this issue do not provide us
with information on whether dark fiber qualifies as a network element under sections 251(c)(3)
and 251(dX2). Therefore, we Jack a sufficient record on which to decide this issue. We will
continue to review and revise our rules in this area as necessary.

451. Rural Telephone Coalition contends that incumbent LECs should not be required to
construct new facilities to accommodate new entrants.lOGS We have consideJ:ed the economic
impact ofour rules in this section on small incumbent LEes. In this section, for example, we
expl'eSSly limit the provision ofunbuDdled interoffice facilities to existing incumbent LEe
facilities. We also note that section 251(f) ofthe 1996 Act provides relieffor certain small LEes
from our regulations under section 251.

4. Databases aDd Sipaling Systems

L Background

(1) NPRM

452. In the NPRMt we tentatively concluded that incumbent LEes should be required to
unbundle access to their signaling systems and databases as network elements.lOO6 We asked
commenters to identify points at which cmiers interconnect with SS7 networkslOO7 todaYt as well
as the technical feasibility ofestablishing other points ofaccess and interconnection.lOOl We also
asked commenters to identify those signaling and database functions currently provided by
incumbent LEes on an unblmdled basis, and other functions not currently offered by incumbent
LEes, that the parties believe should be offered on an unbundled basis.lOO9

1004 Section v.a addresses terms and conditioDs governing incumbent LEes' provision ofaccess to unbundled
network elements.

1005 Rural Tel. Coalition reply at 36.

1_ NPRM at para. 107.

1007 A signaling network that is physically separate from the voice networks.

1001 NPRM at para. 108.

lOOt NPRM at para. 108.
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453. In the NPRM, we noted the possibility that competitors that provide local exchange
service using resold incumbent LEC services or unbundled elements might want to connect an
alternative call processing database to the incumbent LEC's SS7 network in order to offer
services and features not available through the incumbent LEC's own SS7 network databases.lolo

454. We also sought comment on unbundling access to the Advanced Intelligent
Network (AIN), and referenced our separate Intelligent Networks proceeding which deals with
related issues.1011 We sought comment on whether to unbundle access to AIN facilities and
functionalities.

(2) SS7 Sip.liDI Network Technology

455. Signaling systems facilitate the routing oftelephone calls between switches. Most
LECs employ signaling networks that are physically separate from their voice networks, and
these "out-of-band" signaling networks simultaneously carry signaling messages for multiple
calls. In general, most LECs' signaling networks adhere to a Bellcore standard Signaling System.
7 (SS7) protoco1.l0l2

456. SS7 networks use signaling links to transmit routing messages between switches,
and between switches and call-related databases. A typical SS7 network includes a signaling
link, which transmits signaling information in packets, from a local syfflch to a signaling transfer
point (STP), which is a high-capacity packet switch.lo13 The STP switches packets onto other
links according to the address information contained in the packet.1014 These additional links
extend to other switches, databases, and STPs in the LEC's network.1015 A switch routing a call

1010 NPRM at para. 112.

1011 NPRM at para. 113; see In the Matter ofIntelligen! Networks, CC Docket No. 91-346, Notice ofInquiry, 6 FCC
Red 7256 (1991), Noticeof~~ 8 FCC Red 6813 (1993) (Intel~ks). We
incorporated the record ofthe Intelligent Networ, proc«ding into this docket by . NPRM at para. 113
n.15r.

1011 The SS7 ~toeol is widely used and has been~ by Be1lcore, the American National Standards Institute,
and the International Telecommunication Union-Telecommunication Standardization Sector. See BeUcore, DOC
Notes on the LEe Networks (1994).

1013 STPs are usually deployed in pairs for redundancy purposes. Id

1014 An,,! element capable ofhandl~SS7 signaling messages is also pnerally refen'ed to as a Sipaling Point. Each
SiJDlaling Point has a uniCJU netw addreis and every SS7si~ message bas a rou1:in& label~
aadresses for the origination and destination ofthe message plus a signaling link selection c:Ode. Id

1015 For example, an STP to STP CODDection is generally used for inter-network intercoDDection. An STP to switch
connection is a common part ofthe SS7 Detwone and is uaed to connect end offices to the SS7 network. A
connection between a c:aIl-related database and a switch is usually done via a connection at lII1 STP (i.e., database to
STP to switch). Id
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to another switch will initiate a series ofsignaling messages via signaling links through an STP
to establish a call path on the voice network between the switches.

457. As mentioned above, the SS7 network also employs signaling Jinks (via STPs)
between switches and call-related databases, such as the Line Information Database (LIDB), Toll
Free Calling (i.e., 800,888 number) database, &lid AIN databases. These linb enable a switch to
send queries via the SS7 network to call-related databases, which return customer information or
instructions for call routing to the switch.1016

458. From the perspective ofa switch in a LEC network, the databases discussed above
merely supply information or instructiODS. Updating or populating the iDf'ormation in such
databases, however, takes place through a separate process involving different equipment.
Carriers input information directly into a service management system (SMS), which in tum
downloads such information into the individual databases.

459. The Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) is a network architecture that uses
distributed intelligence in centralized databases to control call processing and manage network
information, rather than performing those functions at every switch. An AIN-eapable switchlOl7

balts call progress when a resident software "trigger" is activated, and uses the SS7 network to
access intelligent~ known as Service Control Points (SCPs), that contain service
software and subscriber information, for instruction on how to route, .monitor, or terminate the
call.IOII AIN is being used in the deployment ofnumber portability, wireless roaming, and such
advanced services as same number service (i.e., 500 number service) and voice recognition
dialing. AIN services are designed and tested in an off-line computer known as a Service
Creation Environment (SCE). Once a service is successfully tested, the software is transferred to
an SMS that administers and supports SCP databases in the network. The SMS then regularly
downloads software and information to an SCP where interaction with the voice network takes
place via the signaling links and STPs discussed above.

b. Comments

1016 Switch software commonly referred to IS a"triaer" interrupIs call proaress, in order for the switch to query
call-related databases. ld

1017 A switch with AIN capabilities is referred to IS a service switchin& point (SSP). ld

lOll Switch queries IIld database respcmes use a part ofthe S87 protocol called the Tnmsaction Capabilities
Application))art (TCAP). ld
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460. Almost all parties, including incumbent LECs, support the Commission's tentative
conclusion to require incumbent LEes to unbundle access to their signaling systems.1019 Parties
g~y agree that access to SS7 network signaling is essential to the provision ofcompetitive
local exchange service and that providing such access is technically feasible.1010 Indeed, most
DOCs state that they already provide access to their signaling systems.l021 DellSouth states that it
currently provides such access at its STPs via signaJing links to all carriers, including lXCs,
independent telephone companies, wireless carriers, and other loc:al exchange carriers. lOll

Commenters also report that independent SS7 network aggregators currently provide access to
signaJing systems to many independent local exchange and interexcbange carriers, and to some
competitive local carriers.1023 In addition, several state commissions note that they already have,
or are considering, a requirement that incumbent LECs unbundle access to their signaJing
systems, including associated databaseS.1024

1019s., e.g., Ad Hoc TelecnmmUDieatioDs Users Committee COJDIDOIl1S at 24; ACSI comments at 42; AL1'8
comments at 31; AT&T comments at 23; Comcast oomments at 20; EricssoJD eommeats at 5; GCI comments at 12;
GST comments at 24; Intermedia comments at 13; MFS comments at 48-49; Mel comments at 32; SDrint comments
at 39; Teleport comments at 37; Time Warner comments at 44-45' Ameritech comments at 46-47; BellSouth
comments at 43; NYNEX comments at 71; PacTel comments at5;~;AJabama Commission MIIlJIM!Dts at 18;
District ofColumbia CommissilJl1 comments at 23; Florida Commissim comments at 17; MIss. ('.ommissioo
commaats at 7; New YOlk CommjgiM COOUDents at 27;W~ Cmnnjsaim comments It 23. TbeIe~
also~y~ access to databases associated with SlP,IiDg. Some~ however, urae the CoiDmissioo.
to wOi&h the~ bmn from access to database and sipaling~ WbidJ.~e someoo.e the
opportunity to CIUSe inadvertent or malicious dlmue to _e pats ofthe~lic' network.~ of
Defense comments at 6-7; Sprint comments at 39-40; Lincom Tel. ~ly at 15; GVNW comments at 20, 29
(screening necessary to prevent network failures from proliferating between interconnected networks).

1020 See, e.g., Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee comments at 24; ACSI comments at 42; ALTS
comments at 31; AT&T comments at 23j Citizens Utilities comments at IS; CompTel comments at 43; Continental
comments at 19; Ericsson CXIIDIDeDts at ;); Frontier comments at 16; GCI comments at 12; LeI commeDtl at 18; MCI
comments at 32; NEXTLINK COOUDents at 23; Sprint comments It 39-40; 11A comments at 14; Ameritech
comments at 47; Bell Atlantic comments at 27-28; GTE comments at 38-41; US West comments at 57-58;
California Commission comments at 26; Colorado Commission comments at 24; Louisiana Commission comments
at 5; Wyoming Commission comments at 23-24; USlN reply at 4.

1021 Ameritech comments at 46-47' Bell Atlantic comments at 27-30; BellSouth comments at 43; GTE comments at
40-41; NYNEX comments at 71; PiCTel comments at 58-59; SBC comments at 46-48; Sprint comments at 39-41;
USTA comments at 36.

1022 BellSouth comments at 43.

1023 AT&T comments at 23; BellSouth comments at 44-45,j NYNEX comments at 71; GVNW comments at 29 (most
small incumbent LEes obtain SS7 fuDctioDalities &om UlS Intelco or a neiabboriDa Jqe incumbent LEC); Gm
comments at 40-41 n.61 ~:om~ include Independent TelecommUDicitions N"etwOrk, Southern New &.2land
Telephoo.e, and GTE Inte . ent Network Servi.cesJ; NYNEX comments at 71; P1cTel comments at 58; Bell Atlantic
comments at Attachment 3, 6(in~t SS7 providers offer an out-of-bandsi~~ .
channel which allows the service providers to interconnect with other SS7 networU); USlN re.P1y at 1.
Commenters note that these aggregators also provide access to databases associated with signaliDg. .

1024 &ez e.g., Califomia Commission comments at 26 (UDder COIlIideration by the California Commiuklll); ColoJado
COlllnussion comments at 24; Louisiana Commission comments at Attachment A;m'CammiuioD comments
at 12; Texas Commissioo. commeDtl at 19; WY9lDig CommiIsioD comments at 23-24 yom' Commission has
draft rules only); In the Matter ofthe CommiSsioo. Investigation Relative to the Estab . ent~ Exchange
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461. Some incumbent LEes argue that, because there are competitive providers for SS7
network services, there is DO need for the Commission to require·incumbent LEes to Wlbundle
these network elements for competing carriers.1025 Most potential competitors counter that access
to incumbent LEe SS7 networks will be necessary for some carriers, either because alternative
providers ofsignaling systems and databases will not be available to them or because itwill not
be techDically feasible to use any signaHng network other than the incumbent LEe's SS7
network.lQ26 AT&T argues that, even where there are alternative SS7 networks, unbundling of
the incumbent's SS7 network will increase competition and help control costs for new
en1rlD.ts.1027

462. Some incumbent LEes contend that the 1996 Act only requires them to unbundle
access to their signaling systems and databases to the extent necessary to support call routing and
completion for competitors.1021 other parties, including IXCs, disagree and contend that access
to incumbent LECs' signaling systems under the 1996 Act should include access to all associated
databases and use ofdeployed AIN technology, and that such access is necessary in order for
them to compete successfully in the local exchange market.1029

463. Many parties argue that open access and interconnection to incumbent LEes' SS7
networks and signaling protocols are critical to maintaining the seamless routing and com.pletion
oftraffic between competing carriers.103O Frontier asserts that the use ofproprietary or closed
protocols by incumbent LECs effectively can prevent intercoDnected.networks from

Com~ and Other~e Issues, Case No. 95·B4S-TP-e<>I at 49 (Ohio Commission JUDe 12, 1996) .=to SS7 tbnctionaIitieS and necessary customer dltabases such IS 911, LIDS, Ton Free Calling, and
. ry Assistance).

1025 See, e.g., Bell Atlantic comments at 27.28; BellSouth comments at 44-45; GTE comments at 40-41 (access is
not necessary under section 2S1(dX2XA) to the extentitE'.eIIry ad deDial ofsuch access would not impair
the provision ofcompetitive services Under section 25 1~ ) to die extat it is DOt~). PacTel
commCDts at 40, 57-60; NYNEX comments at 71 (there are a1temative suppliers Ofthele~ and as
demand grows, more will CDter the market).

IQ26 See AT&T commCDts at 23; Letter 1i'om Frank Simone,~Division MaDIaer, Federal Govemment
Affairs, AT&T to William Caton, Ac:tiDg Secretary, FCC, June 13,1996 (AT&T June 13 Ex Parte).

102'7 AT&T CODJJDeDts at·23; QCCOI'dTelecammunications Rese11ers Asn. commCDts at 36.

IlICII ALLTEL comments at 10; Ame.ritech comments at 46-47; Ben Atlantic comments at 22.

ICXl9 See, e.g., AT&T comments at 23; Mel reply at 30-31.

IllJO ACSI comments at 45 (open access is~ to SUJJI)Ol't CLASS features aDd access to dltabues); FI'OIItier
comments at 16; GST comments at 24; MCI comments at 33; New Yark Commission comments at 27 (sipalina
~may represent a bottleneck to efficient~ oftrlffic for all LEes); Texas Commission comments at
20; Wyoming Commission comments at 24; USlN reply comments at 2.
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communicating with each other.1031 Several state commissions have proposed or required that
incumbent LECs provide unaltered transmission of signaling information between
interconnecting carriers and their customers.1032 In support of such access, several cOmmenters
cite recent interconnection agreements that provide for the exchange ofSS7 signaling
messages.1033

464. Virtually all parties agree~physical access, or interconnection, to the incumbent
LEC's SS7 network should occur at the STP, because it provides essential network management
and security functions that are not performed by other SS7 network elements.1034 Commenters
assert that such access at the STP would provide other carriers with access to all of the functions
ofan incumbent LEe's SS7 network.103S A few parties urge the Commission to require
incumbent LECs to unbundle direct access to SCP databases.1036 Most commenters, including all
ofthe incumbent LECs, assert that such access is not technically feasible because SCP databases
do not perform the mediation functions present at the STP.1037 Some incumbent LEes argue that
direct access to any SS7 network elements, other than the STP, would require developnent of
additional industly standards before such access could be considered technically feasible.1031

IOU Frontier comments It 16 n.31=:::cm~e behavior would be COIltnry to 1he pro-competitive goals of
1he 1996 Act); QCCord Wyoming .. comments It24 (incumbeat LECa may DOt claim a piOprietaIy right
to signaliDg protocols). .

IClJ2 Wy0miD2 Commission comments at 23-24 (Wyoming Commission draft rules require UDI1tered transmission of
signaliD, inIormation); Texas Commission comments at 19 (Texas law~ intercoaDecting carriers to provide
nondiscfiminatory access to ensure the interoperability ofnetworks and service to end users).

1033 Georgja Commission comments at Attaehment E 6-7 ~llSoutb and MClMetro interconnection~ent
~vides Ior the exchange ofSS7 signalillg messages inclUding the TnDsaction Capabilities Application Part
(TCAP) part ofthe SS7 protocol that supports inter alia CLAS"S features).

10J4 See, e.g., AmeriRcb comments It48-50; Bell Atlantic commeldl at 27; MCI comments It34-35; NYNEX
comments at 71; Sprint comments at 40. Part oftbe S1P~ tUactioD is to screeniD~:1 traftic for
UDUllblem~esand to~t them from rearbma the SCP or switch wIleR they could . . c:ause
reliability and perfonnance poblems. GVNW comments at 29; SBC commllltl at 416; U 'A comments at 36. The
STP alsO prevents unauthoriZed access to proprietary information. GlE comments at 39-40.

IOU Bell Atlantic comments at 27; OlE comments at 39; USTA comments at 36. See AT&T comments at 24 n.2S.

1036 Frontier comments at 16; LCI comments at 18.

IClJ?~ e.g., ACSI at 45; Bell Atlantic comments at 27-28; Colondo Commission comments at 24 (Colorado
COJDDUSSIOD requires UDOUDdled access to the SCP via the SiP); Comcast comments at 18; OlE comments at 40
~UDtil appl'QPriate mediation~ and associated aoftwB adhIrclwIre Ire cIeve~access to SCP

atabaies sIiould remain~ the STP); PacTel comments at 59; NYNEX MIDJDII1ts It 71; SBC comments at 47;
Ameritech~ly at 20-21 (inchistry has yet to develop standards for SCP access); AT&T reply at 19-20 n.32; PacTel
reply at 21-22.

10)1 GlE comments at 40; sac comments at 47; Sprint comments at 40.
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465. Several parties advocate access to unbundled signaling links and STPS.l039
BellSouth, however, argues that incumbent LECs should only have to provide access to their SS7
network at an STP for competitors.104O Parties describe several methods for competing curlers to
access unbundled elements ofthe incumbent LEC's SS7 network. A new entrant could provide
or purchase signaling links to connect its switch to the incumbent LEe's STP, or it could provide
its own signaling link and STP and then connect its STP to the incumbent LEe's STP.1041 SBC
adds that a competing carrier could also contract with a third party that bas already established
signaling link connectivity to the incumbent LEC's STPS.l042 SBC also notes that it requires
certification ofnew comPanies before implementing SS7 interconnection in order to protect the
integrity ofits network.1043

466. Commenters disagree over what databases qualify as network elements under the
1996 Act Some parties, including !XCs and other potential local competitors, argue that access
to all incumbent LEe databases should be unbundled as network elements.1044 This would
include both incumbent LEC call processing and non-ea1l processing databases.1045 Most
incumbent LECs counter that administrative or "back office" databases do not fall within the
definition ofnetwork element in the 1996 ACt.1046 Incumbent LECs supporting this limited

1039 AL18 commen1s at AUacbment~ 23; AT&T comments at 23; Cable & W'nleu COIDIDCIlts at 19,~
CitiztDs Utilities comlMQtllt 15; GCI MIDIIWIta at 12; Fl'ODtier MIDIIWIta It 16; TelecmunuD.icldaa
AM'a COlIIIDeIlts It35; NYNEX COIIIIDtIDts It 71 (llIOVides UDbuDdled IlCcellto Detwodc:~ nsources for call
set up and for dltabase~es thro. unbundleClaipalin~ce:at its S1'Ps); PicTel feply It21-22; TIA
comments at 14; California CommiwOll commlDts at 26 ~ . ission is~ inter alia,
un~ STPs and siepaUogliDks); Colorado CnmmiUlOll comDWJts It26;W~Commissjon comments at
23-24 (Wyoming CommlSSioD draft iUles~una:!:f.aUng IiDks, STPI, lid~; Iowa
Commission comments at Appendix B. 4 (arguing that .. g liDks ana S1Ps must be un eel by incumbent
LEes).

1040 BenSouth reply at 23.

1041 SBC comments at 47;~t c:ommen1s at 40 (cumntly ~videsaccess to its SS7 Detwork through "A"
sipaUng links which nan fiOm the end office to the STP IIld 1:brn.h "8" si&aaIiD& IiDks which CODllOCt the STPs of
___857~1lIt_1l41 (~ lIIIoolkll>e.... lDJXO¥id!- ....
~ to an m or .~ fiom 1be incumbeDi LEe): PlcTel emunlD1l at 58~Ben urooosed.
befoie 1be California •. 10 1mbuDdIe its signaling links tIiat provide intercoanection between odier· -
carriers' switches or STPs to • c Ben's SlPs).

1042 SBC comments at 47.

1043 SBC comments at 47.

1044 ACSI comments at 42-44; AT&T commen1s at 23-26; AL18 comments at 31; MCI comments at 32-33.

1045 ACSI COJIUDalts at 42-44; ALTS MI!lIft9ts at 31; MCI camments at 32-33~ call Dl'OCOIIiD2 and DOD-Ca1l
processing databues necessary to route. complete and bill simple and complex Calls shoutd be unbUDdled as
n~~d~en1s). .

1046 Ameritech comments at 48-51; Ben Atlantic reply at 12-23; GTE reply at 21; Lincoln Tel. reply at 12; NYNEX
reply at 34.

220



Federal CommunicatioDS Commission 96-325

definition also argue that only those databases used for the routing and completion ofcalls are
required to be unbundled by the 1996 Act.1047

467. A number ofparties urge the Commission to require incumbent LEes to provide
competing carriers with the same ICCeSS to their databases that they provide to themselves. lOO

Some potential local comPetitors argue that access to a number ofexisting incumbent LEe
databases is important ifthey are to compete effectively with the incumbent LEC.1CM9 Many
parties, including most incumbent LECs, identify access to the Line Information Database
(LIDB)I05O and the Toll Free Calling (i.e., 800, 888 numbers) databaselO'I as important to the
provision oflocal service.1052 Some potential local competitors contend that databases are a
significant expense and that they will be prohibitively costly to duplicate immediately or in the
near future.1O'3 The Louisiana Commission notes that it currently requires incumbent LECs to
provide comPetitive providers with access to LIDB, Toll Free Calling, and AIN databases
through signaling interconnection such that the functionality, quality, terms and COnditiODS are
equal to those the incumbent LEe provides to itself.lOSt Several incumbent LECs respond that

1047 Bell Atlantic reply at 12-23; GTE reply at 21; Lincoln Tel. reply at 12; NYNEX reply at 34.

1041 ALTS comments at 31; ACSI comments at 42-43; MCI comments at 32-33; NCTA comments at 42
(~' customer information should be inc1uc1ed in incumbentLEe dataoases on die same~ terms, and
conditions as the incumbent LEe pt'!)vides for itself);Te~ comments at 37; Wyoming Ccmmiission comments at
23 (nondisaitninator access for Call routing and completion); Gel comments at f3; LCrcomments at 18; Vartee
comments at 5.

1049 ACSI comments at 42-43; MCI comments at 32-37. Letter from Leoaard Sawicki, MCI Telemnmunic:ations to
Robert Tanner, Common Cani.er Bureau, FCC, July 3, 1996~CI July 3 Ex Parte). MCI identifies LIDB, Toll Free
Calling, Local Number Portab~ and Direc;tory Assistance~ as call processing databases necessary for
new entrants to offer competitive local telephone service. Id

1050 Parties described the LIDB as a database containing information as to whether a subscriber number is a valid
worlcin2 line, telephone line type, call screening information and validation information for calling cards. See MCI
July 3Ex Parle. See I" the Maner ofLocal ExChange Carrier Line I'lfOl7llQtion Database, Report and Order, 8 FCC
Rca 7130 (1993).

1051 Toll free calling (i.e., 800, 888 numbers) is a nationwide service generally used to bill the called party. It
utilizes a sinJle.nout SMS and tID ngioDal toll free caIlin& SCP databases Toll Free Callin& SCPs are cmrentl
owned by Ameritech, Bell Adantic BeUSouth, OTE, NYNEX, PlcTel, SBCt SNET, SDrint (locIl). and U S West. y
The natiOnal SMS is owned by Beilcore and 0DeI"Ited by a thint party admin15trlltor. See 1" the Miztter ofToll Free
Service Access Codes, Notice ofProposed RufemakiDg, 10 FCC"'Rcd 13692 (1995).

1052. ACTA comments at. 14;AL.TScommentsIt31jAmerited1commentsat47(call~and~
functions sometimes . supplemental callin& mnctions or information such IS 800 number . data 01'
credit verification); OTcomments at 24; U S West comments at 48; Bell Atlantic reply at 12-2=reply at 18;
NYNEX reply at 34.

1053 AT&T comments at 23-24; NCTA comments at 42; Telecommunications R.esellers Ass'n comments at 36.

1054 Louisiana Commission comments at S; see Michipn CoQlmission comments at 12(~ nOil-discriminatory
access to databases necessary for the proVISion of locil exchange service including LIDS and ToU Free Calling
databases). ,
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they already provide such access to the LIDB and Toll Free CaJ)jng databases via their SS7
network.lOSS GVNW argues that all access to call-related databases must be mediated to prevent
UDaUthorized messages from entering an incumbent's database.1056

468. Many potentialloca1 competitors argue that access to the incumbent LEe's LIDB
should be unbundled.1057 Most parties agree that query access to the LIDB is technically
feasible. los, Most potential local competitors contend that they also need access to the incumbent
LECs' administrative database (SMS) that is used to input customer data into the LIDB.I0J9
ATciT argues that such access is technically feasible, and can be provided to competitors in the
same manner that the incumbent LEC now does for itsel£1060 Other parties propose that the
Commission require the incumbent LEC to input a competing carriers' customer information into
its LIDB for the competitor.I061

469. Several parties argue that the Commission should unbundle the Toll Free Calling
database for access by competitors.1062 Most incumbent LEes commented that they already

1055 Ameritech comments at 47; BellSouth comments at 43; GTE comments at 4O;oNYNEJC COIIiments at 71; Sprint
comments at 40.

1-OVNW comment at 29; IU also MECA comments at 38-39 (competitors should not have diRc:t "on-line" access
to incumbent databases).

1057 AcrA comments at 1~ ACSI comments at 42 (access to the LIDB is important to identify presubscribed
interexchange carriers); O~T comments at 15; ALTS comments at 31.

1051 AT&T commeDts at 24; ALl'S comm ea1S at 31; Ameri1ech COIIIIIUIDtS at 46-S1; Bell Atl8Dtic: comments at 27­
28i~'!! commeats at 38-41; Louisiana Commission commeats at S; NcrA comments at 42; NYNEX reply at 34;
To1CpUll commeats at 37-38; U S West comments 48.

1059 AT&T COIIJIIlODtl at 15-26; Am«icaD Network~COIDIDIIltI at S(nguatiDa_1CQIII to LIDB, but
witboutthe curreDtJ'lltridiaas imPJ:.led I" tile~ Po/Icia and~~Local~Qlnoier
Validation lIIIdBillinghfOl7lUllionforJ~U. CGllbtr , CC Docket No. 91-11S); ACSI comments at 42;
Citizens Utilities comments at IS; NcrA commeats at .lt2; TelOport comments at 37.

1_ AT&T comments at 26. The COIlditioDs. (e.g., ::fmedia. e1eclronic iDformItion trlDSfermethod)
applicable to competitor intercooneetion wi1h SuCh bases shoUld be identical to those the incumbent LEe uses
fOr itself. Id

1061 Georaia Commission comments at2~derBellSouth-MClMetro intercomJection~eat, BellSouth will
enter MClMearo line iDformatioa into its B SO IS to enable MClMearo customers to participate in altemative
billing systems, such IS collect calling and third Dumber billing).

IOQ ALl'S comments at 31; American Network Exchanp comments at S; ACSI comments at 43; Louisiana
CommissiOD commeats at S. .
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provide query access to their Toll Free Ca1Ung databases.1063 In addition, access to the single
national SMS is available under tariffadministered by Bellcore.1064

470. Parties also argue that they need equal access to 911 and E911 services, including
the underlying Automatic Location ~cator (ALI) database.1065 Several state CQ1DJD,issions have
also asserted that such access is necessary for new entrants as well as incumbent LEeS.1OM

NCTA asserts that competitors must have access to incumbent LEC systems for 911 and E911
services because currently only incumbent LEes maintain them.1067

471. Some competitive providers urge the Commission to require incumbent LECs to
unbundle access to their A1N.I061 Several parties argue that AIN should be unbundled to allow
competitors to access the incumbent LEC's AIN physically at all points that the incumbent does
for itSelf.1069 Cable & Wueless argues that larger carriers may be able to design and build their
own AIN technology, but smaller carriers may not be able to afford to deploy all ofthe necessary
equipment.1CmJ MCI argues that access to the incumbent LEe's AIN capabilities would allow

1063 OTE comments at 40; Sprint comments ~~NYNEX reply at 34. Reservation and activation of100 and III
numbers is available~ as an unbundled mriII offC!'ing froin many common carriers and independent ~liers
through the RESPORO~. See In the Matter ofToll Free SerVice Access Codes, Notice ot"Proposed
Rulemaking, 10 FCC RcQ 13692 (1995).

1064 Access to individual 100 and aaa numbers is achievedtbrou~e RESP ORO pt'9Cess adminjstered by
Bellcore. Customers contact a RESP ORO (which can be an IX LEe, wireless carrier, or a~ OI'JIPlj78tion like
W~) which enters subscriber information into the 100 assigning a number to the subsCriber. The
SMS thin loads the routin& information into the SCPs, at which time die nltIIibet isw~ and can be utilized by
the subscriber. See In the Matter ofToll Free Service Access Codes, Notice ofProposed RUlema1dng, 10 FCC Red
13692 (1995).

1065 ACSI comments at 43; AI..1'8 comments at 32; Citizens Utilities comments at 15; Comcast comments at 20;
Continental comments at 19; GST comments at 25; Mel comments at 11,33-34; NCTA comments at 42; Teleport
comments at 37.

1066 Georgia Commission comments at 19; Wyoming Commission comments at 23.

1067 NCTA comments at 42.

1061 Ad Hoc Telecommunic:ations UIII'S" ComJDiUeC comments It24-25; ACfA MIIJJDCIdS It 18; ACSI It42' Cable
&: W'nless comments at 23-25;~Tel conuneats at4~~.~meDtsIt 13; MCI COIDIIleats It33-34; Cible "
W'nless rep~;';;24;USTN s:eP1l' It3-4. Letter from ucuevieve Morelli, Vice President"E CouDse~
~Telto • Caton. ActiDa -secretaJy, FCC, June 14, 1996 (CompTel June 12 Ex Parte ; Letter ftom Linda
Oliver, Counsel for WorldCom. toVtlliam CItoD, Acting Secretary, FCC; June 14, 1996 (War .June 14 Ex
Parte).

lOW CoglpTel comments at 43 (COIIIDCtitive providers should be able to interooanect with AlN elemcDts at all points
that ILECs interconnect currently);'MCI comments at 35.

1070 Cable" Wireless comments at 23 (access to 1he incumbent LEe's existinJ AlN platform ineludinl1he SMS
. database, signaling liDks and SCPS will allow new entrants to bring new semces to the madcet eftieieildy and
~~~. .
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them to brin& new services to the marketplace and enhance their ability·to compete with the
incumbent1071 Several commenters ask the Commission to adopt the approach ofthe Louisiana
Commission which ordered unbundled access to incumbent LEC databases for all services that
the incumbent LEe provides itself, including 800 number, LIDB, and AIN services-Ion Sprint
argues that access to AIN should be unbundled to the extent AIN is used by the incumbent LEC
to provide call routing functions. I073 Many incumbent LEes respond that AIN is still an evolving
technology, and therefore it is not teclmically feasible for the Commission to require UDbundled
access.1074 Some incumbent LEes also argue that AIN is not a signaling system or database, and
therefore is not a network element under the Act.107S

472. A number ofparties assert that currently the only technically feasible point of
access to the incumbent LEe's AIN is at the incumbent LEes' SCE and SMS.I076 Several
competitive providers contend that access at the SCE and SMS would provide a competing
carrier with the same ability to offer AIN-based services as the incumbent LEe without having to
recreate initially all of the AIN elements.1077 Ericsson notes that mere unbundliDg ofdatabases
and signaling elements is not likely to allow competitors to create and offer competing AIN
services unless they have access to both a service creation environment and service management

1071 Mel comments at 35.

tel72 ACSI COIQIIlents at 43;~Tel CODIIDeDts It 43.-44; Mel comments It 35(~ve P.fOVkIcn should stand
in the same relationship to AIN components u the n..EC does when it offers AIN services to its customers).

1073 Sprint reply at 20 n27.

lO14 BeUSoutb comments It 44; SBC commeats It 44,i PacTel reply at 22 (Jrrtelligat Networks docket contains
evidence that AIN unbundlinl is not technically feuIDle).

1075 Bell Atlantic comments at 29; Ammtech ~ly at 21 (~that because there In no services~ via
AIN that are not also provided via the switch, tb8t AIN unoundliia is not necessary for competitive providers).

10'7li Ameritech comments at 49 (Ameritec:h claims that itbu offend to J!rOVi4e dRIbase access via its SMS md SCE
in the l1Ulligenl Networks proceedina.but~ that such__ is Jtil1 UDder~ -.d not~
~ feasible); GTE CODIIDfIIdS It 42 . in CC Docbt No. 91-346~s penUuive evideace dIat,
other tbaIi access to ibe SMS, access to DetWOdt elemeo1l is ..... teebDicaUy DOl'~ feulble It tbis
time); Sprint comments It 41; Ameritlch reply It IS (aareema.widl SpriD,t's~ OIlS~~J;Bell Atllntic
comments at 29-30 (u demonstrated in the lti1el1igentNetwtJik8~ the 0aJypoiDt It which it is teeJmicU1y
feuible to provide AIN access is at the Service Minapment System leVel); LCl·comments at 18-19.

1077 Ameritec:h comments at 49 (woddDa OIl such access for~~.aJtho9&b Ameritec:h believes it is not yet
technically feasible)' Bell Atlantic comments It 29 (access for~ JHIlUes at the SMS would~ 1be
~ents ofsec:tlon 251); Cable & Wireless comments at 24; Ericaon comments at 5-7i Sprint comments at 40
(access at the SMS is the only technically feasible PQint ofinterconnection for AIN that mamtains network
reliability); GVNW comments It 31 (com~ cOulcl create ill own services in an iDcumbeDt LEe's SMS using
the incumDent's seE, which would protect the~ of1be incumbent LEe's AIN platform); Lei comments at 18 .
(SMS and SCE access are essential for competitors to Provide advanced services).
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system.I07I Bell Atlantic asserts that AIN is not a network element within the scope ofthe 1996
Act, but allows that, if it were, unbundled access to the SMS should meet the requirements of
section 251.1079 BellSouth, however, contends that the Commission should not attempt to declare
undefined "software building blocks" to be network elements.IOIO GVNW further argues that
such access will require "partitioning" ofincumbent LECs' databases to protect each carriers'
information.1081

473. In our Intelligent Networ/rs docket, several parties, including most incumbent LECs,
expressed support for the Commission's proposal to require unbundled access to the SMS by
third parties.IOI2 Several parties argue that such access is technically feasible.1013 Most
incumbent LEes agree that, ofthe potential points ofaccess to AIN proposed in our Intelligent
Networks NPRM, access to the SMS poses the least risk ofbarm to the public switched
network. IOM Many ofthese commenters argue that access to the SMS would provide competitors
with an opportunity to create innovative call processing services.1015 U S West, however,
contends that, since third parties using SMS access would be dependent on incumbent LEe
software at the SCE, competitors would not be satisfied with such access because it would not
allow them to develop their own proprietary services.1086 Other parties argue that SMS access

1m Ericsson comments at 6.

1079 Bell Atlantic comments at 29.

1010 BellSouth comments at 46.

1011 GVNW comments at 31.

1012 See, e.g., BellSouthu~ comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 6; Bell Atlantic comments in CC Docket No.
91-346 at 6; GTE comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at21; CcD1ral comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 12;
SNET comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at S; NYNEX comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 3 n.3, 10-11;
Siemens comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 2; 11A comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 2; MCI comments in
CC Docket No. 91-346 at 10; Ericsson reply in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 2-3.

1013 MCI comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 6; Siemens comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 2; 11A
comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 2.

1014 Bell Atlantic comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 6-7' BcUSouth comments in cc Docket No. 91-346 at 12,
13; GTE comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 19,21; NYNEX comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 3; PacTel
comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 20-21; SBC comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 5,8; U S West
comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 52; United and Central comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 1.

101.5 GSA comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 3; SNET comments in CCDoc:ketNo. 91-346 at 2; Siemens
comments in CCDocketNo. 91-346 at 2; 11Acomments in CCDocketNo. 91-346 at 2; MCI in CC DocketNo. 91­
346 comments at 10; Ericsson reply in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 2-3.

1016 US West comments in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 53; Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee comments
in CC Docket No. 91-346 at 11 (incumbent LEes' ability to mimic third party services created in the incumbent
LEC's SCE will diminish the incentive ofthird parties to create new semces that would compete with LEe AIN
offering~. .
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